Social and Economic Exchange in Employee-Organization Linkage
The employee-organization linkage is in essence an exchange relationship (Blau, 1964) . When one party (the employer) provides the other party (the employee) with a particular benefit (e.g., wages), the other party feels an obligation to reciprocate (Gouldner, 1960) . Blau (1964) identified two kinds of exchange relationships: social and economic. In a social exchange, the focus is on socio-emotional resources over a lengthy period. In an economic exchange, the focus is on short-term exchanges of material or economic goods.
An organization can define the nature of the exchange relationship with its employees explicitly or directly through the formal employment contract. The organization can also convey the nature of this relationship implicitly or indirectly through its organizational culture or leadership behavior. In this study, we focus on organizational-level exchange mechanisms in influencing employees' affective (e.g., commitment) and behavioral (e.g., performance) responses through the type of exchange relationship (either social or economic) as perceived by employees. We identify three firm-level mechanisms, each involving a duality that elicits a perception of either a social or an economic exchange by the employee. Figure 1 shows the three hypothesized exchange mechanisms as antecedents, the two forms of exchange relationship perceptions as mediators, and employees' responses as consequences.
We chose to focus on leadership style, organizational culture, and employment approach because of the duality involved in each exchange mechanism. For example, the transformational leadership style should produce a social exchange perception, whereas the transactional leadership style may elicit an economic exchange perception. Next, we provide definitions of these three exchange mechanisms and the two types of exchange relationships. Then we briefly discuss employees' responses. After presenting these definitions, we propose a set of hypotheses that relate the antecedents (at the firm level) to employee outcomes through the mediators (both at the individual level), building on the dichotomous nature of each of the three exchange mechanisms.
Organizational Exchange Mechanisms as Antecedents
Leadership is the ability to inspire followers to achieve collective goals (cf. Yukl, 2002) . Scores of studies have investigated the transformational and transactional leadership model (Bass, 1996 (Bass, , 1998 , and transformational leadership in particular has been a popular topic in recent years (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) . Transformational leadership inspires followers to focus on an extended relationship with the organization, whereas transactional leadership focuses on immediate rewards or punishments for job performance. In terms of the exchange between an employee and an organization, we focus on the leadership style of the leader at the apex of the organization, the chief executive officer (CEO). The CEO sets the overall tone of the organization and conveys through his or her own behavior how employees are to be treated by the organization (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002) , for example, as valued partners or as hired hands. The transformational or transactional leadership behavior of the CEO has different implications for the nature of the exchange relationship with employees, resulting in different employee responses.
Organizational culture is the combination of artifacts, values, beliefs, and underlying assumptions that organizational members share in defining appropriate employee behaviors (Detert, Schroeder, & Mauriel, 2000) . Schwartz and Davis (1981: 30) defined organizational culture as "a pattern of beliefs and expectations shared by the organization's members. These beliefs and expectations produce norms that powerfully shape the behavior of individuals and groups." Such shared values and beliefs reflect an organization's visions and goals along with the corresponding behavioral standards for employees (Smircich, 1983) . Organizational culture varies in terms of the firm's reliance on either values to influence employees (the reasons for doing certain things) or rules and procedures to direct employees' actions (the ways to do certain things) (Cameron & Freeman, 1991) . The different types of organizational culture may result in different types of exchange relationships as perceived by employees and different responses.
Employment approaches are the formal and informal, economic, social, and psychological connections between employees and employers . We use the term employment approach to refer to this organizational-level mechanism in defining the organization's exchange relationship with employees. Tsui, Pearce, Porter, and Hite (1995) and Tsui and colleagues (1997) defined two prototypic employment approaches with the mutual investment approach, emphasizing a long-term and extensive engagement between the employer and the employee, and the quasi-spot contract approach, emphasizing short-term and narrow exchange between the two parties. These two types have direct implications for the nature of exchange relationships as perceived by the employees. 
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Figure 1 Cross-Level Model of Organizational Exchange Mechanisms, Exchange Relationship Perceptions, and Employee Responses
Each of these three mechanisms signals a type of exchange relationship that the firm, intentionally or unintentionally, creates with its employees. The employees' perceptions of the nature of the exchange relationship (i.e., social or economic) then influence their responses. We next define the two types of exchange relationships that employees might perceive.
Perceptions of Exchange Relationships as Mediators
Social exchange. Shore et al. (2006) suggested four major features that distinguish social and economic exchanges: level of trust, degree of investment, duration (long-term orientation vs. short-term orientation), and emphasis of the relationship (socio-emotional vs. purely financial and economic). The social exchange relationship entails a high level of trust, provides extensive investment in the employee, focuses on a long-term relationship, and emphasizes the socio-emotional aspects of the relationship Wu et al., 2006) .
Economic exchange. In contrast, a low level of trust and relationship investment characterizes economic exchange (Blau, 1964) . Economic exchanges are short-term, are close-ended, and have well-defined obligations. Their emphasis is on narrow financial obligations (e.g., pay and benefits) without any long-term investments (e.g., employment security or career planning) in the employee. An economic exchange does not emphasize socio-emotional outcomes.
In everyday interpersonal exchanges, it is easy to separate social exchanges from economic exchanges. In employment situations, however, economic exchanges provide the foundation for the relationships between employees and employers, with some employers building on this foundation to create social exchange relationships with their employees (Tsui et al., 1997) . Although it is possible to understand exchange relationships in the organization setting as a continuum, ranging from pure economic exchange at one end to an increasing degree of social exchange (on top of the foundation of economic exchange) on the other end, it is important to understand that organizations can engage in both forms of exchange. This is how we treat perceptions of exchange here. Our separation of social and economic exchange is consistent with the original thesis of Blau (1964) . Shore et al. (2006) offered two separate measures for social and economic exchange to capture employees' perceptions of exchange in their organizations.
Affective Commitment, Performance, and Organizational Citizenship Behavior as Employee Responses
Employee responses include both work-related attitudes and behaviors, which could be considered the employees' resources for the exchange (Cole, Schaninger, & Harris, 2002) . Affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997 ) is regarded as a reflection of the psychological bonds of employees with the organization. Research has shown that support and fairness from the organization (Schaubroeck, May, & Brown, 1994) can contribute to an employee's affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) . The employee's job performance includes fulfilling task requirements (task performance) and making contributions that go beyond specified task accomplishments (contextual performance or organizational citizenship behavior, i.e., OCB) (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) . Stajkovic and Luthans (2003) , in their meta-analysis, found that practices such as contingently administered rewards resulted in higher employee task performance. Perceptions of organizational fairness and leader support (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) elicit OCB from employees.
We have introduced and defined the antecedents, mediators, and employee responses. Next, we present our hypotheses in sequence, explicating how the duality in each antecedent relates to the duality of social and economic exchanges.
Hypotheses Linking CEO Leadership Styles to Exchange Relationship Perceptions and Responses by Employees
Social exchange theory has explained the influence of the transformational leader (Bass, 1996 (Bass, , 1998 Burns, 1978; Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Pillai, Schriesheim & Williams, 1999) . Transformational leaders allow followers to participate in creating and pursuing the vision of the organization (Westley & Mintzberg, 1989) , and followers become co-agents of organizational change (Bass, 1996; Westley & Mintzberg, 1989) . Transformational executives (CEOs) focus on acting as role models (Yammarino, 1994) ; providing an organizational vision to employees; developing, inspiring, and intellectually stimulating followers; and showing individualized consideration for the employees (Bass, 1998) . For instance, one typical transformational executive was Walt Disney, the founding CEO of Disney, who encouraged employees at all levels to be creative and try new things, following his inspirational leadership style (Waldman & Yammarino, 1999) . Reciprocally, the empowered employees show a high level of commitment to the organization (Dvir et al., 2002) .
Transactional executives, on the other hand, emphasize contingent rewards and managementby-exception (Bass, 1996; Waldman et al., 2001) . Followers have a clear understanding of their work status and precise responsibilities. Although these goal-focused behaviors can be motivating, the exchange is largely economic because of the quid pro quo nature of the exchange (Hackett, Farh, Song, & Lapierre, 2003) . In reciprocating, employees feel a minimum level of emotional attachment to the organization. They perform only required tasks without much interest in contributing beyond fulfilling basic requirements.
The positive influence of transformational leadership on employee outcomes such as commitment and performance (including OCB) has received consistent support (Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005) . However, the influence of transactional leadership on these outcomes is less clear even though research has generally found a positive relationship between the two styles of leadership (Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995) . We argue that at the CEO level, transactional behavior might be perceived as micromanaging and employees may not react positively. According to role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978) , CEOs should focus on the vision and strategy of the firm and leave the operational activities of administering rewards and punishments to managers below this strategic level. Therefore, we expect a high level of transactional leadership behavior of the CEO to have a weak or even a negative relationship with employee outcomes of commitment, performance, and OCB.
How do social and economic exchange perceptions mediate the firm's executive leadership behaviors and employee outcomes? We propose that the mediation effect could be realized in two steps. First, employees interpret the leadership behaviors of executives. Employees judge whether their executives are detecting employees' social and emotional needs (Bass, 1998; Conger & Kanungo, 1998) and whether trust and investment are embedded in the leadership process. Employees also actively calculate their return from the exchange with the organization as led by the executive leader, similar to active testing in leader-member exchange relationship development (Uhl-Bien, Graen, & Scandura, 2000) .
Second, employees reciprocate with corresponding levels of attitudes and behaviors based on their perception of the nature of the exchange relationship. In response to the perception of a social exchange with long-term investment and wide-ranging concerns by the employer, employees reciprocate with strong commitment and high levels of both in-role and extra-role performances. In response to the perception of an economic exchange with shortterm focus and no mutual interests, employees reciprocate in kind by minimum performance contributions and weak psychological engagement with the organization. The above reasoning suggests the following main effect and mediation hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1a: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate positively to a CEO's transformational leadership behavior. Hypothesis 1b: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate negatively to a CEO's transactional leadership behavior. Hypothesis 1c: The employee's perception of a social exchange relationship will mediate the positive link between transformational leadership behavior and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB. Hypothesis 1d: The employee's perception of an economic exchange relationship will mediate the negative link between transactional leadership behavior and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB.
Hypotheses Linking Organizational Culture to Exchange Relationship Perceptions and Employee Responses
Employees use culture as an organizational frame of reference (Denison & Mishra, 1995; Schein, 1992; Shrivastava & Schneider, 1984) and make sense of the shared meanings embedded in the organization's culture. We use the term "integrative culture" (Martin, 1992) to refer to organizations that have widely shared and strongly held values that address the firm's needs of internal integration and external adaptation (Schein, 1992) . Correspondingly, a "hierarchical culture" (Cameron & Freeman, 1991) refers to organizations with a low level of emphasis on these values.
1 Organizations with hierarchical cultures achieve goals through formal rules and close supervision rather than through shared values.
Multilevel theory includes both bottom-up (emergence) and top-down (contextual influence) processes (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000: 14-15) . Through either or both processes, people in the same organization converge in their common assumptions and value systems (James, 1982) . Such an aggregated firm-level shared value system emerges as organizational culture and determines the attitudes of employees . Organizational culture can influence outcomes at both the firm and individual levels. Kotter and Heskett (1992) showed that an adaptive culture is associated with strong financial performance by a firm. O'Reilly and Chatman (1996) discussed how organizational culture builds employee commitment and motivation. The literature on retention (Kerr & Slocum, 1987; Sheridan, 1992) demonstrates that variation in employee retention across organizations is attributable to variations in organizational culture. Specifically, found that employees' intentions to quit were the lowest in organizations with integrative cultures and highest in organizations with hierarchical cultures.
Organizations with integrative cultures emphasize the values of caring for employees, customers, and the society; setting high standards for performance; and being innovative and responsive to external environmental changes (O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; Xin, Tsui, Wang, Zhang, & Chen, 2002) . Research has demonstrated that organizations that value teamwork, security, and respect for individual members foster loyalty and long-term commitment from employees (Kerr & Slocum, 1987; Sheridan, 1992) . Caring for customers and being socially responsible could lead to flexibility in dealing with changes in the environment and to directing employees toward fulfilling their objectives (Denison & Mishra, 1995) . An integrative culture can bring employees together by promoting their aspirations to succeed, instilling a purpose for work, and strengthening their involvement with the organization (Chatman & Jehn, 1994 ). An organization with an integrative culture synergizes employees' interests by emphasizing trust, long-term support, and investment in employees-all signaling a social exchange relationship. Employees interpret these signals as indicative of a social exchange characterizing a long-term orientation, and it is an open relationship that is devoid of careful calculation of equivalence in the value of the resources being exchanged. Furthermore, employees are tolerant of delayed repayment because they trust the organization, and they are willing to transcend self-interest in favor of pursuing common goals. They feel obliged to discharge their debts by reciprocating with high levels of affective commitment, task performance, and OCB.
On the contrary, a hierarchical culture does not emphasize many, if any, cultural values (Cameron & Freeman, 1991; . It does not give employees a clear sense of the organization's values in dealing with customers and society. Employees are expected to follow standard operating procedures and rules rather than invited to participate in making decisions. A hierarchical culture signals a transactional relationship and tends to neglect employees' psychological needs. Consequently, employees' identification with and psychological attachment to the organization are weak, and their involvement with the organization tends to be utilitarian. Employees cannot sense trust, respect, or investment, nor can they expect repayment from the organization for their support and trust. As a result, they can form only a perception of an economic exchange relationship with the organization. They worry about the equivalence of returns, calculate and negotiate with their employer for rewards, have no patience for or expectations of future returns, and finally resort to the pursuit of self-interest without caring about collective goals. As a result, employees are psychologically detached from the organization, are unwilling to contribute much beyond basic task performance, and hesitate to step forward as organizational citizens. Hence, we hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 2a: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate positively to an integrative organizational culture. Hypothesis 2b: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate negatively to a hierarchical organizational culture. Hypothesis 2c: The employee's perception of a social exchange relationship will mediate the positive link between an integrative organizational culture and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB. Hypothesis 2d: The employee's perception of an economic exchange relationship will mediate the negative link between a hierarchical organizational culture and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB.
Hypotheses Linking Employment Approaches to Exchange Relationship Perceptions and Responses by Employees
The employer specifies an employment approach either explicitly through the written employment contract (e.g., a profit-sharing plan or employment duration) or implicitly through human resource practices (e.g., training and career development) on what the employee can expect in terms of his or her relationship to the firm. Tsui et al. (1997) used the term "mutual investment" to refer to an approach that emphasizes a high level of expected contributions from employees (such as open-ended job requirements) and a high level of inducements offered by the employer (such as extensive training, career development, and job security) in addition to equitable pay and generous benefits. Tsui et al. also described a "quasi-spot contract" approach, which involves a narrow set of rewards with short-term job-related training along with expectations of job-specific contributions from employees and minimum requirement for extra effort or extended commitment. These two prototypic employment approaches of mutual investment and the quasi-spot contract are analogous to the clan versus market types of governance (Ouchi, 1980) , high involvement/commitment versus control-oriented modes of employment approaches (Lawler, 1988) , and commitment/high performance versus cost approaches of strategic human resources management systems (Arthur, 1994; Huselid, 1995) .
Empirically, Tsui et al. (1997) found the mutual investment approach to be associated with the most favorable outcomes of employee commitment, task performance, and OCB. Guest and Conway (2002) also found that the implementation of high-commitment human resources practices, which implies a mutual investment employment approach, has a positive influence on employees' attitudes and behaviors. However, these studies have assumed but not directly tested social exchange as a mediator. Employees are likely to interpret the employer's mutual investment employment approach as a social exchange relationship because it signals trust and long-term investment from the organization. Broad expectations in the mutual investment employment approach provide employees with a comprehensive view of organizational goals. The employer's generous investment in its employees evokes employee self-motivation and transcendence of self-interest. In accordance with the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Wu et al., 2006) , employees respond to the perception of a social exchange relationship with strengthened socio-emotional bonds with the organization manifested in elevated affective commitment, improved task performance, and heightened OCB.
In contrast, under the quasi-spot contract employment approach employees receive limited investment and attention (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Tsui et al., 1997) . High immediacy and equivalence of repayment are emphasized by the organization, which are clear signals of a short-term, calculative economic exchange. Consequently, employees are not motivated to contribute beyond minimum levels because what they receive are short-term inducements and what are expected of them are narrow job-specific duties. Employees refrain from expending efforts toward organizational goal achievement and merely perform their assigned tasks with little commitment or OCB. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3a: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate positively to a mutual investment employment approach. Hypothesis 3b: Employee commitment, task performance, and OCB will relate negatively to a quasi-spot contract employment approach. Hypothesis 3c: The employee's perception of a social exchange relationship will mediate the positive link between the mutual investment employment approach and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB. Hypothesis 3d: The employee's perception of an economic exchange relationship will mediate the negative link between the quasi-spot contract employment approach and employee commitment, task performance, and OCB.
Study Context
We tested our hypotheses in the People's Republic of China, where the transition to a market economy and entry into the World Trade Organization have prompted the use of various kinds of organizational forms and management mechanisms by firms (Tsui, Schoonhoven, Meyer, Lau, & Milkovich, 2004) . Examining the relative importance of these multiple mechanisms for inducing employee commitment and performance contributes to both theory development and practice in this emerging economic context, which is, in fact, a rising world economic power. Extending Western theories to novel contexts also provides insight into the generalizability of extant theories (Tsui, 2006) . We conducted two studies: Study 1 had the goal of validating the measures of the employment approaches, leadership behavior, organizational culture, exchange perceptions, and affective commitment constructs. In Study 2 we added the measures of employee performance and citizenship behavior and tested the hypotheses.
Study 1-Scale Validation

Samples and Procedures
We used two samples to validate the scales to avoid respondent fatigue from having to respond to too many items in a single survey. Sample 1 included 1,128 MBA students in 11 Chinese universities to validate the employment approach, leadership style, exchange relationship, and affective commitment scales. In this sample, 61.6% were male, and the average age was 32.77 (ranging from 20 to 58 years old). The average job tenure was 9.84 years. The instructor of the class invited the students to complete a survey voluntarily and anonymously either in the classroom or after class on their own time. They returned the completed survey to the researcher via the instructor. The response rate was greater than 90%.
To validate the organizational culture scale, we used a second sample of 906 executives. Of this sample, 95.6% were male. These were top-level managers in different companies who participated in an annual survey conducted by a survey institute in Beijing. We were able to include the organizational culture scale in the 2005 survey, and the research institute gave us the data for scale validation. The response rate was greater than 95%.
Measures
Most of the measures were from existing scales. We adopted a systematic translation and back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1970) for the English-language scales that had not been previously used in China.
Leadership style. We followed Waldman et al. (2001) by taking the transformational leadership and transactional leadership items from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass and Avolio (1990) . We revised some of the wording in Waldman and colleagues ' (2001) items to fit the local context and added a few more items from the MLQ. The revised scale has 14 items in total: 8 on transformational leadership and 6 on transactional leadership. We used a 6-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree.) A sample item for transformational leadership is "Articulates a compelling vision of the future" and for transactional leadership "Reinforces the link between achieving goals and obtaining rewards."
Organizational culture. O'Reilly and colleagues (1991) offered a simple version of an organizational culture scale that included 27 items with seven dimensions. Xin et al. (2002) and identified organizational cultures in Chinese companies. We combined the scales of O'Reilly et al. (1991) and and deleted the items that had overlapping meanings. We carefully selected 33 items that seemed relevant to companies in China, each measured by a 7-point Likert scale with 1 representing does not emphasize at all and 7 representing emphasizes very much. Sample items are "Shows concern for the individual development of employees" and "Has a sense of social responsibility." Employment approaches. We adopted a previously used employment approach scale (Wang et al., 2003) in the Chinese context. We made minor modifications to the wording, resulting in 12 items for expected contributions. Two sample items are "Our company expects middle managers to continuously improve work procedures and methods" and "Our company expects middle managers to work hard without complaints". Another 12 items were included for measuring provided inducements (two sample items: "Our company values feedback from middle managers" and "Our company provides generous housing subsidies"). We used a 7-point Likert scale with 1 indicating seldom emphasized for expected contributions and seldom implemented for provided inducements and 7 indicating emphasized very much for expected contributions and implemented a lot for provided inducements. If the practice did not exist in the company, it was coded 0, which was a valid response.
Social exchange and economic exchange. We used the scales by Shore et al. (2006) to measure social and economic exchange perceptions. Eight items measured social exchange (sample item: "I do not mind working hard today-I know I will eventually be rewarded by [my company]") and eight items measured economic exchange (sample item: "I only want to do more for [my company] when I see that it will do more for me"). The respondents rated the items on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree).
Commitment. We measured commitment using the eight-item affective commitment scale by Meyer and Allen (1997) , also on the same 6-point Likert scale, anchoring 1 with totally disagree and 6 with totally agree. Chen and Francesco (2003) used this scale in China. A sample item is "I feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization."
Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Results
We performed exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA, respectively) to evaluate the validity of the employment approach, leadership style, exchange, and commitment measures.
Transformational and transactional leadership. We performed EFA on the 14 items with a random half of Sample 1; the EFA yielded two factors without cross-loadings. We performed CFA on the other half of the sample ( Organizational culture. We performed an EFA on the 33 culture items using a random half (n = 453) of the executive sample. We identified six dimensions with loadings greater than .45 and no cross-loadings: caring about employees, customer orientation, social responsibility, innovativeness, standardization, and result orientation. These items were subjected to a CFA using the other random half of this sample (n = 453), confirming the validity of the six dimensions (χ 2 = 3376.42, p < .01; df = 480; CFI = .98; TLI [also referred to as NNFI] = .98; and RMSEA =.06). Appendix 1 lists the 33 culture items with their factor loadings from the EFA and the CFA as well as the coefficient alpha for the six dimensions, which ranges from .82 to .92.
Employment approaches.
We used a random half of the sample of the MBA students (n = 563 cases) for an EFA and the other half (n = 565 cases) of this sample for a CFA. We specified two factors in the EFA to correspond to the two components of expected contributions and offered inducements. The loadings of the items for each factor were all higher than .44 with minimal cross-loading. The CFA results indicated good structure validity (χ 2 = 1274.65, p = .0; df = 251; CFI = .95; TLI [NNFI] = .95; and RMSEA = .09). Appendix 2 shows the 24 employment approach items with their factors loadings from the EFA and CFA. The reliability estimate of the expected contributions scale as measured by the coefficient alpha was .83, and for the offered inducements scale it was.90.
Social exchange, economic exchange, and affective commitment. Because these were validated scales (Chen & Francesco, 2003; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Shore et al., 2006) , we ran CFA using the items of all three measures on the full Sample 1. The results showed good construct validity (χ 2 = 1506.41, p = .0; df = 249; CFI = .91; TLI = .90; and RMSEA = .07). The reliability estimates for social exchange, economic exchange, and affective commitment were .88, .87, and .91, respectively.
CFA of all seven scales. We then ran CFA on all variables for the above seven scales (two leadership styles, two employment approaches, two exchange perceptions, and commitment) using the total MBA sample (Sample 1). To ensure sufficient degrees of freedom, we used item parcels as indicators with three parcels for each scale (Mathieu, Hofmann, & Farr, 1993) . To ensure that the parcels were equally balanced in terms of their difficulty and discrimination, we conducted separate EFAs for each scale and assigned the items to the parcels so that they had seemingly even factor loadings (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002) . The CFA results indicated good discriminant validity (χ 2 = 780.34, p = .0; df = 168; CFI = .95; TLI = .94; and RMSEA = .06).
In summary, the scale validation study provided supportive evidence for the factor structure of all the measures. These measures were used to test the hypotheses in the main study.
Study 2-Hypothesis Testing
Sample and Procedures
Middle managers were the focus in Study 2 because they are a strategic group in organizations (Floyd & Wooldridge, 1994) and the scarcest resource in China (Zhang, Tsui, Song, Li, & Jia, 2008) . They are more proximal to the executive leader's influence than are lower level employees (Mowday & Sutton, 1993) . The Study 2 sample consisted of 441 middle managers along with 141 top managers in 31 companies, with an average of 4.5 top managers and 14.2 middle managers from each company. The companies were located in different major cities in China, including Beijing and other cities in Hebei province (Northern China), Nanjing and other cities in Jiangsu province (Middle China), and Hangzhou and other cities in Zhejiang province (Southern China). There were also companies from other provinces such as Hunan. Among the 31 companies, 15 were manufacturing firms. The rest of them were scattered across nonmanufacturing industries such as the high-tech and telecommunications industry and the food industry. The average firm size was 972 employees (SD = 1,495). The mean firm age was 21.42 years (SD = 20.01 years).
We asked each company to invite all top management team managers and all middle managers (those who report to the top managers) to participate in the study. The human resources manager of each company provided the information on firm age and firm size. The top management team members described their CEO's leadership style and the firm's employment approach as designed for the middle managers. To reduce fatigue and ensure quality responses, each top manager assessed the performance of three middle managers who reported to him or her directly. We randomly selected three middle managers from a given list and entered their names in the top manager survey. The middle managers described the organizational culture and reported their perceptions of their exchange relationships with, and commitment to, the firm. Data from different sources helped to alleviate the common method variance problem.
Measures
In addition to all the measures validated in Study 1, Study 2 included the middle managers' task performance and OCB measures as well as a set of control variables at both the firm and the manager levels.
Task performance. The 11-item scale was taken from Tsui et al. (1997) and had been used in China previously (e.g., Law, Wong, & Song, 2004) , focusing on quality of work, creativity, and efficiency. We deleted one item, "Quantity of work outcomes is much higher than average," because it might not be suitable for middle managers. A 5-point Likert scale was used, ranging from 1 (far below average) to 5 (far above average). The reliability of the 10 items as measured by the coefficient alpha was .93.
OCB. We measured OCB using the Chinese scale by Lam, Hui, and Law (1999) , which was based on Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter's original scale (1990). We included three dimensions (altruism, conscientiousness, and civic virtue) in the survey for two reasons. First, the literature on OCB has pointed out that OCB is a latent variable and, thus, deleting one or two dimensions is not detrimental to its overall construct validity (e.g., Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998) . Second, the dimensions we selected are commonly used by other scholars. We examined the 15 items in these three dimensions to ensure their appropriateness for middle managers in China and deleted 3 items. A 5-point response scale was used that ranged from 1 (much below average) to 5 (much above average) with an alpha of .95.
Control variables. We controlled for organizational-level variables including firm size and the CEO's age and gender. 2 We also controlled for the middle managers' age, gender, and educational level. Firm size was measured as the logarithm of the number of employees. The ages of the CEOs and middle managers were measured by nine ranges, beginning with less than 26 years and ending with more than 60 years. Because the ranges from 2 to 8 contained the same number of years, this approximated a continuous scale. Gender was dummy coded, 1 for male and 2 for female. The educational level of the middle managers was measured in categories: (1) high school, (2) some college, (3) bachelor's degree, (4) master's degree, and (5) doctoral degree, and it was also treated as a continuous scale.
Analyses
We first performed a series of CFAs to validate the scales in the main study, and then we aggregated individual-level responses (e.g., leadership by multiple top managers in the same company) to form firm-level measures after checking within-group agreement. We used a Kmeans cluster analysis method to identify the two organizational culture types and the two employment approaches. Finally, we used a hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) approach for hypothesis testing.
Confirmatory factor analyses and results. We conducted three sets of CFAs. The first set was on organization culture, perceptions of the exchange relationship, and affective commitment, with the data obtained from the middle managers. The second was on CEO leadership behavior and employment approach, measured by top managers. The third was on the two performance measures, also by top managers. We compared each measurement model with multiple alternative models, particularly a one-factor baseline model to assess the extent of common method variance. The CFA results summarized in Table 1 suggest that the hypothesized measurement models have a better fit than do each of the alternative models.
Aggregation to firm level and results. CEO leadership behavior (two scales), employment approach (two scales), and organizational culture (six scales) are firm-level constructs, but Note: NNFI = Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior.
the data were from multiple raters at the individual level. To test the appropriateness of the aggregation to the firm level, we calculated within-group interrater reliabilities for these 10 measures using Rwg, ICC (1), and ICC (2) (Bliese, 2000; James, 1982 ). An Rwg value greater than .70 is good evidence for aggregation, and an ICC (1) value higher than .05 is considered sufficient to warrant aggregation (Bliese, 2000) . ICC (2) values higher than .70 are good, and those higher than .50 are tolerable . We used an Rwg of .50 as the cutoff to eliminate cases with low agreement.
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In total, all 10 measures passed the ICC (1) and ICC (2) tests, but not all the firms passed the Rwg test on the measures. We deleted four firms (from an initial sample of 35 companies) that had an Rwg value of less than .50 on any of the measures, resulting in 31 firms for the HLM analysis. This practice is similar to the outlier diagnostics in regression analysis. In a diagnostic setting, researchers first want to identify the outliers and then fit the good data to the regression analysis (Rousseeuw & Leroy, 1987) . According to Chan (1998) , the organizational exchange mechanisms in this study have the characteristics of a "direct consensus model." In such a model, within-group consensus is a necessary condition for construct validity at the higher level, and high within-group agreement constitutes "an empirical or statistical precondition to be fulfilled for the operational combination process to be legitimate" (Chan, 1998: 239) . Cluster analyses to identify the two organizational culture types. Sparrow and Gaston (1996) adopted cluster analysis in identifying organizational climate types. We used a similar approach to identify the two types of organizational culture. We used the six aggregated firm-level culture dimension scores in a cluster analysis. We defined two a priori clusters to correspond the two theorized culture types, one type that emphasizes all six organizational cultural values and another type that does not emphasize such values. We further performed an analysis of variance (ANOVA) to ensure that the mean scores on the six cultural values are significantly different between the two clusters. Table 2 gives the mean scores of the six culture dimensions for each cluster and the associated F values. As expected, one cluster corresponds to the "integrative culture" and the other corresponds to the "hierarchical culture," with significant differences in the mean scores on the six cultural values. These results are consistent with the two theorized organizational culture types.
Cluster analysis to identify the two employment approaches. We adopted the method used by Wang et al (2003) , who identified four employment approaches by applying the K-mean cluster method. We used the same cluster analysis method on the two dimensions of expected contributions and provided inducements. We also defined two a priori cluster solutions. The ANOVA (Table 3) shows that the mean scores on the two employment approach dimensions are significantly different between the two clusters. One cluster corresponds to the "mutual investment" employment approach and the other corresponds to the "quasi-spot contract" employment approach.
HLM analyses for hypothesis testing. HLM analyses take into account both firm-level and individual-level variances simultaneously (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) . To ensure sufficient variances across all firms, we ran null models in our HLM with affective commitment, task performance, and OCB as dependent variables (χ 2 = 108.07, p < .01 for affective commitment; χ 2 = 50.71, p < .05 for task performance; and χ 2 = 86.12, p < .01 for OCB). It was thus appropriate to conduct cross-level analyses. We used dummy codes for organizational culture and employment approach. Integrative culture and the mutual investment approach were coded as 1, the others as 0.
We performed the HLM analyses on the main effects of the two types of leadership styles, culture types, and employment approaches, respectively (Hypotheses 1a and 1b; Hypotheses 2a and 2b; and Hypotheses 3a and 3b). The sigma-square represents the within-group variance of the dependent variable. The level-two residual tau represents the between-group variance of the dependent variable. To test mediation (Hypotheses 1c, 1d, 2c, 2d, 3c, and 3d), we first followed the procedures suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) . We then performed post hoc probing of the mediation effects using the Sobel Z test (1982) , because it is an effective post hoc probe of the mediation effects by approximating a significance test for the indirect effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986 : 1177 Holmbeck, 2002; MacKinnon & Dwyer, 1993) . Krull and MacKinnon (2001) mentioned that multilevel mediation coefficients are algebraically equivalent and analogous to the single-level estimates. Because of the small sample size, we report the p < .10 significance level. Note: OCB = organizational citizenship behavior. Sample size (n) ranges from 253 to 528. Reliability is in the diagonal within the parentheses. For affective commitment, task performance, and OCB, factor scores are used in the correlation matrix. According to Stevens (1986) , the factor scores are linear combinations of the variables and are calculated on the basis of affective commitment, task performance, and OCB factor levels standardized to have a mean of zero. †p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 
Study 2 Results
The descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and correlations) of all the variables for the individual level are presented in Table 4 and for the firm level in Table 5 . To determine the preconditions of mediation, we examined the correlations. The preconditions at the individual level (Table 4) were met for all the variables except transactional leadership. It had a weak positive relationship to commitment (r =.18, p < .01) and no relationship to the two performance measures. Transactional leadership also related negatively rather than positively to economic exchange (r = -.17, p < .01). Table 5 offers a similar conclusion regarding transactional leadership. In addition, the correlations between OCB and the three exchange mechanisms were quite small or nonsignificant. All other preconditions were acceptable. Given the nonsignificant main effect of transactional leadership (Hypothesis 1b), the mediating test was not meaningful. However, we included this variable in the hypotheses testing for completeness and for exploring other potential results. Table 6 shows the results for the hypotheses on executive leadership styles and mediation through the two types of exchange relationships. Model 1, Model 5 and Model 9 show that transformational leadership has a gamma coefficient of .32 (p < .10), .46 (p < .01), and .54 (p < .01) for each of the three dependent variables, respectively. However, in Models 2, 6, and 10, the main effects of transactional leadership on the three outcomes are not significant. This result fully supports Hypothesis 1a but not Hypothesis 1b.
Results on Hypotheses 1a to 1d-Executive Leadership as an Exchange Mechanism
Models 3, 7, and 11 in Table 6 show the results of the mediating role of an employee's social exchange perception on transformational leadership behavior. With affective commitment as the dependent variable, the gamma coefficient for transformational leadership decreases from .32 (p < .10) in Model 1 to .09 (p > .10) in Model 3. The Sobel test result shows that the reduction in the magnitude of these two coefficients is significant (Z = 3.53, p < .01). When task performance is the dependent variable, the gamma coefficient for transformational leadership decreases from .46 (p < .01) in Model 5 to .38 (p < .05) in Model 7 (Z = 1.98, p < .05), which supports partial mediation because the main effect is still significant. When OCB is the dependent variable, the gamma coefficient for transformational leadership decreases from .54 (p < .01) in Model 9 to .46 (p < .01) in Model 11. The Sobel test result does not support the mediation (Z = 1.33, p > .10). In Model 11, the coefficient for the social exchange variable is insignificant (γ = .10, p > .10). Hypothesis 1c thus received partial support. A perception of social exchange mediates the relationship between transformational leadership and affective commitment (full mediation) and task performance (partial mediation) but not OCB.
Models 4, 8, and 12 in Table 6 provide the results for the mediating role of the economic exchange between transactional leadership and work outcomes (Hypothesis 1d). As expected, the main effects were not significant; thus, it is not meaningful to interpret the mediation models. However, the coefficients for economic exchange were negative on all three outcomes, consistent with the conceptual discussion that employees would not respond positively when they perceived their relationship with the organization as purely economic in nature. Table 7 shows the results for the hypotheses on the role of the two types of organizational culture on employee responses through the two exchange relationships. Models 1, 5, and 9 show that the integrative culture is significantly related to affective commitment (Model 1, γ = .66, p < .01), task performance (Model 5, γ = .52, p < .01), and OCB (Model 9, γ = .32, p < .05). Hypothesis 2a is fully supported. Models 2, 6, and 10 provide the evidence in support of Hypothesis 2b, that hierarchical culture relates negatively to all three outcomes.
Results on Hypotheses 2a to 2d-Organizational Culture as an Exchange Mechanism
Models 3 shows that social exchange partially mediates the relationship between integrative culture and affective commitment (Model 1, γ = .66, p < .01, to Model 3, γ = .34, p < .01, Z = 5.08, p < .01) and task performance (Model 5, γ = .52, p < .01, to Model 7, γ = .43, p < .01, Z = 1.89, p < .10). However, for OCB, the decrease in the value of γ from .32 (Model 9) to .25 (Model 11) is not significant (Z = 1.39, p > .10). Furthermore, Model 11 shows that social exchange has an insignificant γ coefficient of .10 (p > .10) for OCB. Hypothesis 2c is partially supported with social exchange mediating the influence of integrative culture on affective commitment and task performance but not on OCB.
Economic exchange partially mediates the relationship between a hierarchical culture and affective commitment (from Model 2, γ = -.66, p < .01, to Model 4, γ = -.48, p < .01, Z = -2.54, p < .05), task performance (from Model 6, γ = -.52, p < .01, to Model 8, γ = -.50, p < .01, Z = -1.72, p < .10), and OCB (from Model 10, γ = -.32, p < .05, to Model 12, γ = -.30, p < .05, Z = -2.16, p < .05). Hypothesis 2d is supported. Table 8 summarizes the results on employment approaches. Models 1, 5, and 9 show that the mutual investment employment approach is positively related to commitment (γ = .46, p < .01), task performance (γ = .55, p < .01), and OCB (γ = .35, p < .01). This supports Hypothesis 3a. Models 2, 6, and 10 show that the quasi-spot contract employment approach relates negatively to the three outcomes (γ = -.46, p < .01; γ = -.55, p < .01; and γ = -.35, p < .01, respectively), fully supporting Hypothesis 3b.
Results on Hypotheses 3a to 3d-Employment Approaches as an Exchange Mechanism
The results also show that social exchange mediates the relationship between mutual investment and affective commitment (Model 1, γ = .46, p < .01, to Model 3, γ = .20, p < .10, Z = 5.00, p < .01) and task performance (Model 5, γ = .55, p < .01, to Model 7, γ = .44, p < .05, Z = 2.02, p < .05). However, when OCB is the dependent variable, there is no mediation. The decrease in the magnitude of the coefficient is insignificant (Model 9, γ = .35, p <.01, to Model 11, γ = .28, p < .05, Z = 1.51, p > .10). Furthermore, social exchange as a mediator is insignificant (γ = .11, p > .10). Hypothesis 3c thus receives support on commitment and task performance but not on OCB. Table 8 Main .01
.01
.03
. Table 8 shows that economic exchange also partially mediates the relationship between the quasi-spot contract employment approach and affective commitment (Model 2, γ = -.46, p < .01, to Model 4, γ = -.37, p < .01, Z = -1.95, p < .10). Although the relationship between economic exchange and task performance decreases from Model 7 (γ = -.55, p < .01) to Model 8 (γ = -.52, p < .01), the Sobel test is insignificant (Z = -1.53, p > .10). The coefficient for OCB after adding the mediator does not change (Model 11, γ = -.35, p < .01, to Model 12, γ = -.39, p < .01), which signals the nonexistence of a mediation effect. However, the Sobel test yields a Z value of -1.79 (p < .10), suggesting weak mediation. Thus, results for Hypothesis 3d show partial mediation on affective commitment and OCB but no mediation on task performance. Table 9 summarizes the results of all the Sobel tests. Social exchange (Hypotheses 1c, 2c, and 3c) plays a mediating role with commitment and task performance but not with OCB. Economic exchange does not play a mediating role with transactional leadership (Hypothesis 1d) but it does for hierarchical culture (Hypothesis 2d) and for the quasi-spot contract approach (Hypothesis 3d) with commitment and OCB but not task performance.
Discussion
This study tested a set of cross-level hypotheses on the role of three organizational exchange mechanisms of executive leadership style, organizational culture, and employment approach in managerial attitudes and behaviors. The cross-level analyses highlighted the effect of transformational leadership but not transactional leadership on middle managers. The results also show the positive influence of an integrative culture and a mutual investment employment approach and the negative influence of a hierarchical culture and a quasi-spot contract employment approach. The influences of these mechanisms are partially mediated through a perception of social or economic exchange relationship, providing support for previous research that claims that social exchange is responsible for translating organizationallevel influences into employee responses (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1986; Konovsky, 2000) . However, social exchange does not mediate the influence of the three exchange mechanisms on an employee's OCB. This is surprising, because past research has consistently used social exchange to explain an employee's OCB in response to perceived organizational support, justice, or transformational leadership.
Limitations
Before discussing the implications of the study for future research, we acknowledge several limitations of our study. The first is the small sample size and the fact that we had to rely on p < .10 as the significance level. We need future studies with a larger sample size to substantiate these results. However, a small sample provides a more conservative test, and the true relationships may well be stronger. Second, the use of a cross-sectional design reduces some confidence in causal inferences. A favorably disposed middle manager (for whatever reasons) may be inclined to describe the organizational culture favorably also. However, this is not likely to influence the description of the CEO's leadership behavior or employment approaches as reported by top managers. Therefore, we have some confidence that the positive managerial response may result from the firm's having transformational executives and mutual investment employment approaches with its middle managers rather than the reverse. Third, we used cluster analyses to define organizational culture and employment approaches. Because the sample was small, including only 31 firms, we could not use a more refined scheme to classify the firms into more categories of culture and employment approaches. Future studies with larger samples would be desirable to explore employee responses to different kinds of organizational culture and employment approaches that go beyond mutual investment and the quasi-spot contract. Finally, the nonsignificant results on OCB might be the outcome of a measurement issue. The OCB measures that we used might not be appropriate for middle managers because the activities of managers and the nature of their tasks differ across different levels (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Yukl, 2002) . The items in this OCB scale might not capture the behaviors of higher level managers. Future studies should develop appropriate measures of OCB of middle managers.
Implications for Future Research
The partial mediation results suggest that social or economic exchange perceptions may not fully capture the psychological experience of employees influenced by various forms of organizational exchange mechanisms. There may be other perceptions or processes that are relevant to shaping employee responses. Some of these other mediators may include person-organization fit (Chatman, 1991) , organizational identification (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) , or identification with the leader (House & Shamir, 1993) . Specifically, person-organization fit and organizational identification might mediate the relationship between organizational culture and employee outcomes; identification with the leader might mediate the relationship between executive leadership behavior and employee responses. Leadership also may produce employee responses through empowerment (Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, & Allen, 2007) . Organizational support could influence positive employee responses through building trust (Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998) . Future studies could explore the role of these other possible mediators to further understand how these organizational exchange mechanisms establish the bond with employees and elicit the desired responses. A systematic examination of the possible multifaceted nature of bonds between the employers and employees and a thorough mapping of effective organizational exchange processes are promising avenues for future research.
Research has shown that leaders may demonstrate both transactional and transformational leadership behaviors (Bycio et al., 1995; Waldman, Bass, & Yammarino, 1990) . Consistent with these earlier findings, transformational and transactional leadership styles are positively correlated in our sample (r = .31, p < .01) (see Table 2 ). This may explain why transactional leadership behavior is positively related to the perception of social exchange and negatively related to the perception of economic exchange. The middle managers seemed to perceive both types of leadership behavior favorably. This suggests that transactional leadership may not be purely about economic exchange. All employees, including middle managers, seem to appreciate the leader behaviors of clear directions in performance expectations, rewards, and punishments. However, transactional leadership does not relate to any employee responses, suggesting that this leadership behavior at the executive level does not motivate followers as effectively as does transformational leadership behavior. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) called for studies tapping key components of social exchange theory in organizational settings such as exchange resources, exchange processes, and exchanges across levels. Future studies might examine the organizational exchange resources more closely by considering exchange mechanisms and processes at the team or supervisory levels that may influence employees' perceptions of the exchange relationship.
The possible interactions of exchange mechanisms also should be considered. For instance, what would be the joint effect of CEO leadership and organizational culture on employees? The literature on the relationship between CEO leadership and organizational culture could be divided into two schools of thought (Tsui, Zhang, Wang, Xin, & Wu, 2006) . According to functionalists, CEOs have a significant impact on the emergence of culture, and they could develop and maintain the organizational culture (Schein, 1990 (Schein, , 1992 ). Yet culture scholars with an anthropological view regard leaders as part of the culture (Meek, 1988) . In this school, the leader may not be the agent who can change the culture but may be the recipient influenced by the culture. Future research could explore the implications of the coupling or decoupling of leadership and organizational culture (Tsui, Zhang, et al., 2006) on employee responses. If leaders are seen to be responsible for shaping the firm's culture, system, or processes (tight coupling), leaders may have a significant influence on employee responses. On the other hand, employees may be less responsive to leaders when they attribute organizational outcomes or systems to factors beyond the control of the leaders (loose coupling). Attribution theory (Calder, 1977) can provide insight into leadership at different levels as an exchange mechanism in predicting different employee responses.
In this study, the economic exchange scale ) had a negative connotation. The scale might be revised in future studies to reflect a more neutral tone to facilitate a deeper understanding of the role of economic exchange in employment approaches. Employees who prefer to be free agents without strong commitment to any firm and who value financial returns more than long-term career development may desire an economic over a social exchange relationship. These employees may choose to work on short-term contracts and may offer excellent task performance in exchange for generous rewards and a favorable referral to other jobs or projects. Thus, employees' characteristics and job types may potentially moderate the relationship between economic exchange and employee outcomes.
Economic exchange and social exchange also could be instrumental to an understanding of multifocal organizational justice (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) . Studies could investigate the exchange mechanisms and their roles in the relationship between multifocal organizational justice and employee outcomes, providing an opportunity for a theoretical integration of exchange theory and justice theory. For instance, Pillai and colleagues (1999) found that transformational leadership influences OCB through procedural justice and trust. Could it be possible that employees may not respond negatively to economic exchange when it is perceived to be a fair exchange?
Future research also should extend the current framework on the exchange process to employees beyond middle managers. Would organizational exchange mechanisms exert similar influence on employees at lower organizational levels? If so, would such transmission processes occur through role modeling, positive transfer of affect, or social information processing? Would middle managers' experience with the exchange relationship trickle down to the lower levels of the organization? The immediate supervisor is reflective of the "organization" to most lower level employees (e.g., Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990) . Would lower level employees' responses largely be contained within the microcosm of the immediate workgroup?
Although including multiple exchange mechanisms in one study is a major advance over previous efforts, we did not compare the relative effect of the three mechanisms because of design constraints and the small sample. Thus, we did not address the important question of how employees integrate multiple exchange mechanisms in their responses. Employees are embedded in many social systems within the firm, including the formal work group, informal networks, divisions within a large organization, and the organization as a whole. Exchange mechanisms abound at each level. What factors would determine the salience of each mechanism? Beyond proximity and social identity, are there other factors that may render one exchange mechanism more salient than another in the minds of the employees? Investigating the relative importance of different exchange mechanisms such as those included in this study and at different levels would be an important agenda to advance this research.
Historically, the Chinese culture is characterized by strong collectivism, high power distance, and traditionalism (Farh, Early, & Lin, 1997; Hofstede, 1980) . Although modernization in the past 25 years has introduced changes in these values (Ralston et al., 2006) , the Chinese society still retains most of its Confucian values (Fu & Tsui, 2003) . As China continues to subject itself to external influences through international commerce and globalization (Boisot & Meyer, in press), will there be cross-national convergence in both management practices and employee responses? Cross-cultural studies on the variations in organizational exchange mechanisms and employee responses would contribute to our knowledge on management in the global context.
Conclusion
The current study contributes to the literature on employee-organization linkages and social exchange theory by directly measuring and testing the mediation effects of social exchange and economic exchange perceptions on three organizational exchange mechanisms and middle manager responses. Results show that these perceptions are not solely responsible for translating the full influence of the organizational-level mechanisms. The results suggest that the employee-organizational linkage is complex and may involve multiple mediating mechanisms, paving the foundation for further conceptual and empirical work. Additionally, the current study sows the seeds for interesting cross-cultural research on organizational-level exchange mechanisms and employee responses and on the potential universality of the social exchange theory. EFA 50% Sample, n = 563 Notes 1. We use "integrative culture" to avoid possible confusion with the term "strong culture." Strong culture is defined by O'Reilly and Chatman (1996: 166) as "a set of norms and values that are widely shared and strongly held throughout the organization." Similarly, strength in an organizational culture is defined as the consistency of the cultural assumptions, beliefs, and values shared and prioritized by the organization (Sathe, 1985) . Strength in these definitions could refer to values or norms that may not be functional for organizations. The term integrative refers to the strength in the values that are functional for addressing the organization's internal integration and external adaptation problems.
Appendix 1 Results of Exploratory and Confirmatory
2. Preliminary analyses show that the other firm-level variables of firm ownership type and industry have no relationship with the dependent and mediating variables. Firm age is significantly correlated with firm size in LOG10 form (r = .56, p < .01). To conserve degrees of freedom and avoid the multicollinearity problem, these three variables were not included as controls in the HLM analyses for hypothesis testing.
3. We calculated the Rwg for two leadership scales, following the formula specified by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984) . For the transformational scale, most of the firms had Rwg values greater than .70, two firms were close to the .70 threshold (.69 and .65), and one firm had a very low Rwg value of .27. We calculated ICC (1) according to Bartko's (1976) formula. The result was .26, indicating sufficient interrater reliability. We calculated the ICC (2) value following Shrout and Fleiss (1979) . The value was .59, which is acceptable according to the .50 criterion. For transactional leadership, one firm had an Rwg value of .17. The rest of the firms had Rwg values higher than .90. The ICC (1) value was .22, and the ICC (2) value was .54. In terms of organizational culture, we found that one firm had a low Rwg value of .02 on the result-orientation dimension and another firm had an Rwg value of .47 on the dimension of standardization. All the other culture dimensions had Rwg values of .90 or higher. The ICC (1) values for all six dimensions of organizational culture ranged from .20 to .35, which was satisfactory. The ICC (2) values were good, ranging from .76 to .88. For employment approach, four firms had an Rwg value less than .50 on one of the two scales. The ICC (1) value for expected contribution was .27 and for provided inducement it was .25. The ICC (2) values for these two dimensions were .61 and .69, respectively.
